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stage of European monarchy.
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Reassessing the Public/Private Nature
of European Court Cultures: An
Introduction

Dustin M. Neighbors

Abstract

This introduction explores the historical nuances and multi-layered nature
of premodern courts in order to highlight the different elements that
both defined and shifted the public and private facets of court systems
and court life. The chapter stresses how the demarcations of the private
aspects and the language of privacy must be examined within the specific
historical contexts of early modern courts and court cultures. Accordingly,
the chapter discusses the conceptual challenges and terminological uses
of ‘privacy’ in historical research, the interdisciplinary methodology of
privacy studies, and how and why more precise and rigorous attention
should be paid to the degrees of privacy that emerged at court. The chapter
also highlights ways to examine historical privacy that can advance the
field of court studies. This introduction concludes with an overview of
the volume that situates each chapter within the various areas of court

studies and that explains each essay’s contribution to the central argument
of the book.

Keywords: court studies, historiography, interdisciplinarity, privacy
studies

Grand, extravagant, magnificent, scandalous, corrupt, political, personal,
fractious: these are terms often associated with early modern royal and
princely courts from 1400-1800. Moreover, the court constituted a vital
nexus in the transformation of premodern societies. These highly visible

Neighbors, D.M., L. Cyril Nergaard, and E. Woodacre (eds.), Notions of Privacy at Early Modern
European Courts: Reassessing the Public/Private Divide, 1400-1800. Amsterdam: Amsterdam
University Press, 2024
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14 DUSTIN M. NEIGHBORS

spaces were central to the negotiation of rulership and its legitimacy. Con-
sequently, early modern courts had an impact on wider cultural practices,
political decision-making and social constructions within Europe. This
impact was rooted in the very public and visual nature of court cultures,
whereby courts both shaped and defined European culture. Architecture,
art, fashion, literature, and cultural exchanges were products of the spectacle,
vitality, and impetus of European rulers and their courts. Researchers have
convincingly emphasised the public nature of courtly events, procedures,
and ceremonies as representations and extensions of monarchical power.!
However, the court was an amalgamation of spaces, people, institutions, and
activities, consisting of not only varying forms of the ‘public’ that existed
within court cultures (i.e., the Roman idea of the public sphere of political
activity as the polis, or “public politics”, “public space”, “public life”, and
“public community”),* but also the non-public, or private, aspects. In fact,
the terms listed at the beginning of this introduction also point to a tension
between public and private elements, which are two categories of analysis
used to characterise European court cultures. Historically, the distinction
between public and private emerged from the “ideas of a distinctly public
realm [that] began to crystallize” as a result of sixteenth-century conflicts
surrounding state formation, sovereignty, and the “encroaching power of the
state”;? the court was at the centre of the power of state. Later, the public/
private dichotomy, or divide emerged as a way to “dichotomize the social
universe” and to explain and distinguish the “public sphere” in the past.*
Yet, the public/private distinction has proven to be a problematic frame-
work, rather than categories of analysis. In fact, many theoretical models,
along with the conceptual development of the public/private distinction,
that have been employed to study the past, have “helped to obscure early
modern notions of public and private”.5 There are a number of other reasons

1 Afewexamplesare: Mara R. Wade, Triumphus Nupitalis Danicus: German Court Culture and
Denmark (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 1996); Sebastian Olden-Jergensen, “State Ceremonial,
Court Culture and Political Power in Early Modern Denmark, 1536-1746", Scandinavian Journal
of History 27:2 (2002): 65—76; Maria Hayward, “Gift-Giving at the Court of Henry VIII: The 1539
New Year’s Gift Roll in Context”, The Antiquaries Journal 85 (2005), 125—75.

2 Jeff Weintraub, “The Theory and Politics of the Public/Private Distinction”, in Public and
Private in Thought and Practices: Perspectives on a Grand Dichotomy, eds. Jeff Weintraub and
Krishan Kumar (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1997), 10-13.

3 Morton]. Horowitz, “The History of the Public/Private Distinction”, University of Pennsylvania
Law Review 130:6 (June 1982): 1423.

4  Weintraub, “The Theory and Politics of the Public/Private Distinction”, 1.

5 Conal Condren, “Public, Private and the Idea of the ‘Public Sphere’ in Early Modern England”,
Intellectual History Review 19:1 (2009): 15.
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why the public/private dichotomy is an ineffective analytical tool, including
the fact that the words ‘public’ and ‘private’ are “empty signifiers” requiring
further explication when they are deployed.® Additionally, the public/private
distinction “generates [...] much confusion [...] because the different sets of
people who employ these concepts mean very different things.”” This lack
of clarity regarding the public/private distinction is evident within court
studies. However, the ease with which the ‘public’ is used and generally
understood is due to the fact that, historically, the concept of the ‘public’
has existed longer. Moreover, a scholarly consensus “agrees — as did early
modern people — that that which is public [...] has national or community
relevance”.® This conceptual development and historical foundation of the
‘public’ distinction has not only influenced its use in the broader social
discourse over time, but also has reinforced the “sense of the public as
[being] more influential”, which accounts for why the ‘public’ has garnered
more scholarly analysis.?

Alternatively, privacy and the private have not been—and are still not—
clearly defined concepts.” There are a few reasons for this, in particular the
wide range of definitions of ‘private’. For instance, it has been viewed as a
complicated and “contested” phenomenon and as a notion “so elusive” that
anything “may be private: persons, places, things, actions, words, emotions”."*
However, there are two key factors that explain why the ‘private’ has been
less extensively considered than the ‘public’. First, while the word ‘private’
has existed in the English language since the fourteenth century, the word
‘privacy’, as scholars in this volume will point out, did not exist in the early
modern period."? Second, because the concept of privacy is a more modern
invention that has its own meanings and history, its use as a lens for examin-
ing the past runs the risk of anachronism.

6 Ernesto Laclau, Emancipations (London: Verso, 1996), 36. Cf. Erica Longfellow, “Public,
Private and the Household in Early Seventeenth-Century England”, Journal of British Studies
45:2 (2006): 314.

7  Weintraub, “The Theory and Politics of the Public/Private Distinction”, 1.

8 Longfellow, “Public, Private and the Household in Early Seventeenth-Century England”,
314-15.

9  Longfellow, “Public, Private and the Household in Early Seventeenth-Century England”, 317.
10 Sjoerd Keulen and Ronald Kroeze, “Privacy from a Historical Perspective”, in The Handbook of
Privacy Studies, eds. Bart van der Sloot and Aviva de Groot (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University
Press, 2018), 22.

11 Lloyd L. Weinreb, “The Right to Privacy”, in The Right to Privacy, eds. E. F. Paul, F. D. Miller,
and J. Paul (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 27—28.

12 Ronald Huebert, “Privacy: The Early Social History of a Word”, The Sewanee Review 105 (1997):
28.
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Despite such issues, the concepts of ‘public’ and ‘private’ have been
employed either “descriptively and/or normatively, to distinguish different
kinds of human action [...], the different realms of social life, or different
physical social spaces”,”® of which all uses are helpful in the study of early
modern courts. Across this edited volume, the concepts of ‘public’ and
‘private’ exist in relation to one another and are not separate; historical
privacy must be studied not in contrast to the public, but in relation to
it. Finally, the ‘public’ and ‘private’ are intrinsically bound together and
“bi-conditional”, existing in “mutual conscription” on a continuum where
they “inevitably meet” to form a boundary.'* This important, fluid, and
porous boundary not only distinguishes the relationship between the public
and private and demarcates the degrees in which the ‘public’ and ‘private’
emerge in their historical contexts, but also defines the spaces, interactions,
and power dynamics within the courts and court cultures of early modern
Europe. More importantly, the use of ‘public’ or ‘private’ concepts within the
context of courts and court cultures requires they be rooted and identified
through historical usage, especially in contemporaneous sources. It is this
contextual understanding of the distinction between ‘public’ and ‘private’
that serves as the point of departure for the central focus of this edited
collection: notions of privacy and the private within the historical context
of early modern courts and court cultures.

Unlike the public nature of early modern European courts, their private
aspects have been underexplored. Nevertheless, in myriad ways, court
life consisted of ‘pockets’ of privacy, especially degrees of the private or
occurrences of a more private nature. For example, in 1577, Robert Beale
(1541-1601) was sent to the Dresden court in Saxony to discuss “private
matters” with the Protestant Elector August of Saxony (1526-86) and his
wife, Electress Anna of Saxony (1532—85); these “private matters” revolved
around persuading the Elector to join the Protestant League.’> Empress
Maria of Austria (1528-1603) relied heavily on “personal agents” at court and
on Spanish ambassadors to represent her in Rome, while also frequently
sending “discreet correspondence” and ordering “her correspondents to
destroy her own letters”, indicating that they were private and not for public

13 Weintraub, “The Theory and Politics of the Public/Private Distinction”, 7.

14 Condren, “Public, Private and the Idea of the ‘Public Sphere’ in Early Modern England”, 21.
Nicole Castan, “The Public and the Private”, in History of Private Life, Volume 3, eds. Philippe Ariés,
George Duby, and Roger Chartier (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1987-91), 403.

15 The National Archives UK (TNA), State Papers Elizabeth I (SP) 104/163, f. 33r. Cf. Dustin
M. Neighbors and Natacha Klein Kéfer, “Zones of Privacy in Letters Between Women of Power:
Elizabeth I of England and Anna of Saxony”, Royal Studies Journal 9:1 (2022): 70.
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consumption.’® Additionally, in 1567, King Erik XIV of Sweden (1533-77)
secretly married Karin Mansdotter, who was his mistress and a lady-in-
waiting to Princess Elisabet at the Swedish court.'” From these examples,
it is evident that privacy and the private manifested in various forms and
occurred in different contexts. Furthermore, these examples illustrate
how instances of privacy at court had variable meanings, associations, and
characteristics at the European courts; like the ‘public’, historical notions of
the ‘private’ within court cultures were bound up with sociability via social
interactions and social spaces, even constituting a “realm of sociability”."8
It is because of these different meanings and varied forms of privacy that
this volume has come to fruition.

Public and private aspects of royal and princely power were not only
performed at court, but also overlapped in intricate ways that shaped social
interactions at court. Notions of privacy and the private can be seen emerging
from activities or individuals operating outside the formal protocols and
spaces of court, particularly in the intimate affairs and private encounters of
the royal household. There were often occasions where public issues, espe-
cially politics and religion, were deliberated in private—for instance, Queen
Christina of Sweden’s (1626—89) secret meetings with Italian clergymen to
discuss facets of and conversion to Catholicism." At the same time, private
matters and activities often had public consequences, like the Overbury
court scandal in eighteenth-century England.?® Such pockets of privacy
illustrate where the public and private intersected, sparking conflicts,
tensions, irreconcilable spheres of everyday life (i.e., individual, family,
society, and state),* and points of discourse. In various ways, this collection
of essays engages with these pockets of privacy—{rom multiple elements of
access that signalled privacy to the different courtly spaces and activities

16 Rubén Gonzélez Cuerva, Maria of Austria, Holy Roman Empress (1528-1603): Dynastic Networker
(Abingdon: Routledge, 2022), 7, 105.

17 Katarina Harrison Lindbergh, “Karin Mansdotter, drottning”, in Svenskt kvinnobiografiskt
lexicon (Gothenburg: University of Gothenburg, 2018).

18 Weintraub, “The Theory and Politics of the Public/Private Distinction”, 19.

19 Dustin Neighbors, “Privacy and the Private within European Court Culture”, The Court
Historian 28:1 (2023): 10.

20 Neighbors, “Privacy and the Private”, 12.

21 Here, I follow Beate Rdssler’s model of distinguishing the “layers of privacy”, Cf. Beate
Roéssler, The Value of Privacy (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2005), 13. This also echoes other models,
particularly the Venn diagram of monarchy, that pertains to the social and public spheres. Cf.
Elena Woodacre, “Understanding the Mechanism of Monarchy”, in The Routledge History of
Monarchy, eds. Elena Woodacre, Lucinda H. S. Dean, Chris Jones, Russell E. Martin, and Zita
Eva Rohr (Abingdon: Routledge, 2019), 3.
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that facilitated private interactions. At the same time, the royal palaces and
the court attempted to create the illusion of a clear distinction between the
public and private spaces, particularly in the arrangement of the monarch’s
various rooms, which contributed to the regulation of personnel practices,
spaces, and courtly behaviour in early modern Europe. Yet, in actuality, the
private and intimate spaces at court were not always removed from public
eyes, emphasising gradations of publicity within spaces that were separate
and intimate. The private aspects of court were not entirely remote to, devoid
of, or removed from the public; rather, there were ephemeral moments of the
private that emerged in opposition to the “official, professional, communal,
or evident” public.** This blurring of ‘public’ and ‘private’ occurred because
the boundaries between them at court were porous, overlapping, situational,
and ephemeral, which often characterised the nature and various forms
of privacy and degrees of the private that existed (i.e., private activities,
secret exchanges, intimate interactions, withdrawal, or unseen meetings).

This edited collection explores how the private was expressed, identi-
fied, understood, and located within distinct courts and court cultures
throughout early modern Europe in order to address the following key
questions: How did privacy and the private exist within early modern court
cultures? What meaning did the private have for early modern courtiers?
What does historical privacy tell us about early modern court cultures? By
examining these questions, the volume argues that various degrees of the
private existed and played an important role in both court operations and
the development of court cultures. Degrees of the private manifested through
ascaled and gradual process of establishing boundaries and negotiating the
thresholds between the court and the household, people and institutions,
and sociability and politics. Within this framework, there are a few guiding
points regarding how notions of privacy and the private are understood
and examined within the collection. The most important point is that due
to the various meanings, expressions, and instances in which the private
at court emerged, there is no single definition of privacy. Rather than limit
the study of historical privacy or force scholars to impose stipulations or
conditions “until the definition is so cuambersome and circumscribed that it
neither stimulates or provokes”,* this volume argues that notions of privacy

22 Mette Birkedal Bruun, “Towards an Approach to Early Modern Privacy: The Retirement of
the Great Condé”, in Early Modern Privacy: Sources and Approaches, eds. Michaél Green, Lars
Cyril Norgaard, and Mette Birkedal Bruun (Leiden: Brill, 2021), 22.

23 Sari Nauman and Helle Vogt, eds., Public/Private in 18th-Century Scandinavia (London:
Bloomsbury Academic, 2021), 1.
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and instances of the private must be examined within the specific context
of the surrounding court and court culture.

The essays in this collection employ interdisciplinary source materials
to consider the relative degrees of historical privacy based on the cognates,
terms, and descriptions of the private that are identified, such as intimacy,
secrecy, seclusion, privy, solitude, and exclusion. Additionally, historical
privacy is identified through the spaces and activities that were used for
hidden, discrete, and personal purposes.>* This approach helps scholars
to better “encapsulate the complex experience or understanding of early
modern privacy” within European court cultures, while stressing the fluid
definition and evolving nature of historical privacy in different periods,
places, and circumstances. By employing this perspective, historical pri-
vacy can include intimate discussions between two courtiers, a diplomat’s
secluded audience with a queen, or secret sexual relations between a prince
and his mistress. Consequently, this edited volume seeks to start a scholarly
conversation about the forms and language of historical privacy in connec-
tion with early modern European courts. By so doing, the book facilitates a
dialogue that furthers the development of theoretical and methodological
approaches within court studies in order to identify and interpret public
and private elements at court and also to uncover what privacy tells us
about courts and court cultures of the past.

In the following text of this chapter, four subsections outline the con-
textual background of the volume as a whole and illustrate the research
into and historical nuances of European courts and court cultures with
an eye to how privacy and the private were understood by early modern
contemporaries. The final section discusses how the collection is arranged
and structured and provides an overview of the individual chapters.

The Complexity of Courts and Court Cultures

At its core, the court consisted of the ruler’s household, or the “environments
of sovereign rulers” and their entourages.?® Of course, the court was more
than such environments. As is well recognised in court studies scholarship,
the court was complex, multifunctional, transitional, and permutational

24 Neighbors, “Privacy and the Private’, 5.

25 Neighbors and Kifer, “Zones of Privacy”, 63.

26 Erin Griffey, “Introduction”, in Early Modern Court Culture, ed. Erin Griffey (Abingdon:
Routledge, 2022), 2.
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throughout the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth centuries. The
nature of a court derived from the personal rule of its sovereign, resulting in
different types of courts across Europe, each with its own distinct structure,
cultural rituals, and practices. Although European courts shared features,
they were more often microcosms of the societies in which they existed.
As such, courts were shaped by political events, cultural traditions, social
hierarchies, confessional differences, and economic circumstances. On
the one hand, the court consisted of the location, or “princely residence”,
and domestic household, namely the personal spaces of the ruler and its
organisation, as well as various operations, personnel, intimate rituals,
and the maintenance of a “system of secular worship”.?” On the other
hand, the court functioned as “a far larger matrix of relations, political and
economic, religious and artistic, that converged in the ruler’s household”.?
Within this matrix, courts were not just “elite environments”, but also
socio-political environments comprised of all classes and a diverse ar-
ray of professions.*® Despite the restrictions of preceding definitions of
what constituted the court,3° these environments were made up of rulers
and their families, alongside consorts, mistresses, ex-wives, the nobility,
“courtiers, councillors, and clerics,”' ambassadors and diplomats, and a
vast assembly of service personnel—from artisans, doctors, barbers, and
tailors to the cooks and laundresses. Everyone within these environments
played a range of important roles and so contributed to the development
of distinct court cultures.3? In addition, the broader court matrix included

27 John Adamson, “Introduction: The Making of the Ancien-Régime Court, 1500-1700", in The
Princely Courts of Europe, 1500-1750, ed. John Adamson (London: Weidenfeld & Nicholson, 1999),
7; Malcolm Smuts, “Courtiers, Ministers and Favourites”, in Early Modern Court Culture, ed. Erin
Griffey (Abingdon: Routledge, 2022), 68. Cf. Helen Watanabe-O’Kelly, Court Culture in Dresden:
From Renaissance to Baroque (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002).

28 Adamson, “Introduction”, 7. Cf. Jill Bepler, “Practical Perspectives on the Court and Role of
Princes: Georg Engelhard von Loehneyss’ Aulico Politico 1622—24 and Christian IV of Denmark’s
Koniglicher Wecker1620”, Daphnis 32:1—2 (2003): 137—-63.

29 Jeroen Duindam, “Royal Courts”, in The Oxford Handbook of Early Modern European History,
1350—1750. Volume 2: Cultures and Power, ed. Hamish Scott (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015),19.
30 The works of Norbert Elias, G. R. Elton, and David Starkey are important benchmarks, but,
as Natalie Mears and others have pointed out, the narrow definitions of the courts by Elias,
Elton, and Starkey do not account for the numerous actors, factors, or activities of European
courts. See Natalie Mears, Queenship and Political Discourse in Elizabethan Realms (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005), 20.

31 Nadine Akkerman and Birgit Houben, eds., The Politics of Female Households: Ladies-in-
Waiting across Early Modern Europe (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 12.

32 Griffey, “Introduction”, 2. Cf. Philip Mansel, The Court of France, 1789-1830 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1988).
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rival courts, or sub-courts. This matrix also engaged with and was shaped
by the political factions, policies, laws, and public discourse connected
to institutions and offices that were “out of court”, and were considered
“satellite environments”—for instance, Parliament, or Estates, and the
legal courts.?3 The entangled structures of courts were situated in a vast
“network of buildings”, gardens and parks, and an array of physical spaces
that became “chief site[s] of expression” of the power and personal rule of
sovereigns and princes.3*

As the principal site of authority and power, the court was the epicentre of
activity and key sites of “resort and meeting, of supplication and negotiation,
and exchange between sovereign and subject”;35 these sites offered op-
portunities for decision-making and social control by regulating behaviours
and access. Courts were also hubs of consumerism, fashion, and cultural
production; arenas of competition, factionalism, and clientele and personnel
systems; and a “point of contact” between the central government and the
localities. Each of these components relied on the hallmarks of courts:
favour, patronage, and personal relations.3® The key point to emphasise
here is that the complexity and interconnectedness of court life make it
difficult to separate the personal from the communal, the household from
the government. Given the multifaceted court cultures of the early modern
period, the traditional scholarly binary distinction between the public
and the private seems difficult to maintain. The ambiguity of what was
public and private at court has resulted in historical notions of privacy and
the private, especially in relation to court studies, being a “phenomenon”
needing further attention; many have wondered whether the public/private
distinction is a useful perspective within court studies.3

33 Fordiscussion on the “out of court” distinction, see David Loades, The Tudor Court (Bangor:
Headstart History, 1992), 38—39; Glenn Richardson, “The Royal Court”, in The Routledge Handbook
of Material Culture in Early Modern Europe, eds. Catherine Richardson, Tara Hamling, and David
Gaimster (Abingdon: Routledge, 2017), 72. For an explanation of “satellite environments”, see
Smuts, “Courtiers”, 67—-68.

34 Griffey, “Introduction”, 2—3. Richardson, “Royal Courts”, 72.

35 Richardson, “Royal Courts”, 71.

36 Janet Dickinson, “Redefining Factions at the Tudor Court”, in A Europe of Courts, a Europe of
Factions, eds. Ruben Gonzalez Cuerva and Alexander Koller (Leiden: Brill, 2017), 20—-22;]. P. D.
Cooper, “Centres and Localities”, in The Elizabethan World, eds. Susan Doran and Normal Jones
(Abingdon: Routledge, 2011), 132. Cf. A. G. Dickens, The Courts of Europe: Politics, Patronage and
Royalty, 1400-1800 (London: Thames and Hudson, 1997).

37 The reference to privacy and the private as a “phenomenon” is from Lars Cyril Ngrgaard,
“Past Privacy”, in Early Modern Privacy: Sources and Approaches, eds. Michaél Green, Lars Cyril
Norgaard, and Mette Birkedal Bruun (Leiden: Brill, 2021), 3.
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The Challenges of Privacy: Present versus Past

Like early modern courts, historical privacy is also complex and somewhat
elusive.3® However, the most problematic issue surrounding the examination
of historical privacy is the use of the word ‘privacy’, which is a modern
invention with its own history.39 Modern privacy can be understood as
“concern[ing] many different aspects of personal life”,° including the home,
family, and the self, of which “the public took a growing interest in [...] what
took place in private”.# Primarily, discourses about modern privacy focus on
“protecting a personal right to privacy and a right to protect personal data”.*
Yet modern conceptions of privacy are problematic because the concept is
full of complex meanings and nuances. ‘Privacy’ means different things to
different people, and it is understood differently in various social contexts
and cultures around the world. Consequently, modern privacy issues are
discussed and examined within specific contexts, situations and societies.
Historically speaking, privacy is not as simple and straightforward a concept
as many would like to believe, especially since the word ‘privacy’ did not
exist prior to the eighteenth century. Therefore, like modern privacy, the
contexts surrounding historical privacy—that is, the attitudes, customs,
beliefs, and cultural mechanisms that shaped premodern societies—are
vastly different. A blanket concept or definition of privacy thus raises more
issues and problems than it resolves.

Building on the discussion of the public/private distinction, the divisions
between public and private has traditionally been used as a conceptual and
methodological tool to explore “key issues of social and political analysis, of
moral and political debate, and of ordering of everyday life”.#3 The public/
private distinction stems from the outdated, disputed, yet nevertheless

38 Discussion of the elusive nature of privacy can be found in Weintraub, “The Theory and
Politics of the Public/Private Distinction”; Nauman and Vogt, Public/Private in 18"‘—Century
Scandinavia.

39 Cf. Norgaard, “Past Privacy”, 3—4; Bruun, “Towards an Approach”, 12—13.

40 Peter Blume, “Data Protection and Privacy—Basic Concepts in a Changing World”, Scan-
dinavian Studies in Law (2010): 152. Cf. Weinreb, “The Right to Privacy”; Jill Lepore, “Privacy in
an Age of Publicity”, The New Yorker (24 June 2013).

41 Nﬂrgaard, “Past Privacy”, 1—2.

42 Chris Frost, Privacy and News Media (Abingdon: Routledge, 2019), 20.

43 Weintraub, “Public/Private Distinction”, 1. This brief overview of the scholarship pertaining
to the public/private divide is not detailed or exhaustive because of the profusion of studies. The
analyses noted here offer a sampling of what has been published. Cf. Horowitz, “The History of
the Public/Private Distinction”, 1423; Don Herzog, Household Politics: Conflict in Early Modern
England (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2013).
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usefully complex theoretical framework of the ‘public sphere’ established by
Jiirgen Habermas.** The analytical work of Habermas and Hannah Arendt
have helped to identify historical shifts towards modernity. In this context,
the public/private distinction has been about locating the continuities and
changes that have stimulated social, cultural, and political transformations
and has steadily driven research on early modern societies and courts to
focus on evolution towards modernity.45 Courts and court cultures have
served as case studies for Habermas and others to investigate the historical
development of the public sphere and to test theories of the public/private
spheres, their processes, and the boundaries of modernity.*® However, this
collection of essays utilises case studies of different courts and court cultures,
some previously considered by Habermas and others, to investigate how
public and private boundaries were delineated and to highlight the nuances
and forms of privacy at court.

The scholarly debates surrounding the idea of a public/private divide
have been active for decades, reinforcing traditional assumptions and
notions about the supremacy of the public and political sphere and the
public nature of monarchy, court, politics, and society. Scholars of court
history have often highlighted the distinctions between the more public
aspects of court life and the intimate, secluded spaces and activities of the
ruler, even though they rarely or only vaguely use the words ‘privacy’ or
‘private’, as will be explored later in this introduction. The essays in this
edited collection demonstrate that the public sphere, or the nature of early
modern courts and society, was not as fixed and dominant as it may seem. In

44 Jirgen Habermas, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a
Category of Bourgeois Society, trans. T. Burger and F. Lawrence (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,
1989). Many scholars have disputed and expanded upon Habermas’s work on the public/private
dichotomy, most notably Hannah Arendt. Arendt’s work is relevant to court studies, especially the
public/private distinction because she discusses the boundaries connected to elite households
and the public domain. See Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1998); Christian J. Emden and David Midgley, eds., Changing Perceptions of the
Public Sphere (Oxford: Berghahn Books, 2012).

45 Philippe Ariés, George Duby, and Roger Chartier (eds.), History of Private Life, 4 vols.
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1987-91); Michael McKeon, The Secret History of
Domesticity: Public, Private, and the Division of Knowledge (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 2005); Paula R. Backscheider and Timothy Dykstal, The Intersections of the Public and
Private Spheres in Early Modern England (Abingdon: Routledge, 1996).

46 Cf. Lars Cyril Norgaard, “Copie ou création? Les petits livres secrets de Madame de Main-
tenon”, in ‘Toute la cour était étonnée’: Madame de Maintenon ou l'ambition politique au féminin:
actes du colloque, eds. Mathieu da Vinha and Nathalie Grande (Rennes: Presses Universitaires de
Rennes, 2022), 137-148; Erica Longfellow, “Public, Private, and the Household in Early Seventeenth-
Century England”, Journal of British Studies 45:2 (2006): 313—34.
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fact, ongoing research that reassesses the public/private divide within early
modern European courts has shown that the boundaries and thresholds
between the public and the private became increasingly malleable and
historical privacy appears to be far more fluid and contextual than was
previously thought. When the boundaries and thresholds of the public and
private intersect, the degrees of privacy that existed within European courts
can be identified. This identification reveals new insights that allow for a
better understanding of a whole host of forces at play—for instance, the
intertwining of gender, politics, and diplomacy with the conditions of social
and cultural interactions and of access at court, the fabrication and use of
architectural spaces signifying separation, and material objects signalling
distance. To illustrate the impact of these various forces when the public
and private intersect, the essays in this volume incorporate interdisciplinary
research to bring together different disciplinary perspectives and source
materials, while incorporating perspectives from privacy studies, itself
an inherently interdisciplinary field. Therefore, this collection provides
scholars with valuable lenses for navigating early modern courts and their
structures, whether spatial, material, social, or political. The framework
and language of privacy studies is based on the use of a “work method” and
“pragmatic apparatus” to examine historical privacy.4” The combination
of interdisciplinary research and privacy studies in this collection aims to
encourage scholarly discussions and to stimulate research that allows us
to confront the complexities and nuances of court culture and the concept
of privacy.

Privacy Studies—An Interdisciplinary Approach

The truly heterogenous nature of premodern European courts has resulted
in a rich and varied collection of source materials. Consequently, court
studies have rightly adopted an interdisciplinary approach and have
incorporated and contributed to different disciplinary fields—from
archaeology, literary studies, architecture, environmental history, and
gender studies to social, cultural, political, religious, legal, economic, and
material history. The interdisciplinary nature of court studies enables
us not only to navigate the complexities and interpret the multidimen-
sional significance of courts and court cultures, but also to integrate

47 Mette Birkedal Bruun, The Centre for Privacy Studies Work Method (Copenhagen: Centre for
Privacy Studies, 2019); Bruun, “Towards an Approach”, 12-13.
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methodologies and frameworks from other disciplines, such as privacy
studies.*8

Although researchers might be concerned about applying the lens of
privacy to studies of early modern court culture and falling into the trap of
anachronism, the elusiveness or ephemerality of historical privacy should
be seen as offering new opportunities for examining notions of privacy
within their specific contexts.4? Luckily, the increased research on historical
privacy has provided an analytical framework and a few models for studying
the role of the private within court cultures. Initiated during the 1970s and
1980s, the field of privacy studies was described in 2010 as being a common
“playground” for different disciplines.>° The pioneering work of the Centre
for Privacy Studies (PRIVACY) at the University of Copenhagen has further
developed the interdisciplinary nature of privacy studies, emphasising how
in an early modern context, the private is always a relational, situational, and
context-dependent phenomenon; it can even be an ephemeral construction
of the mind 5

The PRIVACY methodology and framework concentrates on “the scope
and scale of such privacies” as they existed in the past with a “precise view to
the sources and their respective contexts”.>* PRIVACY has established three
distinct approaches: “terminological mediation”, “heuristic” modelling, and
“semantic mapping”.53 Because of these approaches, notions of privacy and

48 Privacy studies are primarily articulated in two dominant publications: for contemporary
perspectives, see Bart van der Sloot and Aviva de Groot (eds.), The Handbook of Privacy Studies
(Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2018), and for historical privacy studies, see Michaél
Green, Lars Cyril Norgaard, and Mette Birkedal Bruun, Early Modern Privacy: Sources and
Approaches (Leiden: Brill, 2021). Other notable contributions to the field include the sources listed
in footnotes 19 and 20, as well as: Lena Cowen Orlin, Locating Privacy in Tudor London (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2007); Martine van Elk, Early Modern Women’s Writing: Domesticity,
Privacy, and the Public Sphere in England and the Dutch Republic (London: Palgrave Macmillan,
2017).

49 Nauman and Vogt, Public/Private, 1—2.

50 Bartvan der Sloot and Aviva de Groot, “Introduction”, in The Handbook of Privacy Studies,
eds. Bart van Der Sloot and Aviva de Groot (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2018),
10-11.

51 A centre of excellence funded by the Danish National Research Foundation, PRIVACY is
headed by Professor Mette Birkedal Bruun and operates through interdisciplinary collaboration
centred around eleven specific case studies situated in the early modern period (1500-1800). It
brings together the fields of church history, architectural history, history of ideas, legal history,
and social history. PRIVACY’s research team examines how notions of privacy shaped relations
between individuals and society across diverse historical contexts in which critical changes in
individuals’ relationship to society took place.

52 Nzrgaard, “Past Privacy”, 11.

53 Bruun, Work Method.
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the private are examined through a terminological lens and/or as historical
phenomena. The term ‘private’ and its cognates have also been used as
indicators of privacy and of the ways in which the private was conveyed,
expressed, or communicated in the period and the contexts in which ‘private’
and its cognates occurred. The terminological approach examines the “words
that derive from privatus” and similar words in other languages, i.e., Ger-
man, where notions of privacy are rooted in the idea of negating something
public.54 This linguistic focus is achieved through rigorous analysis and
interrogation of historical sources. Using a heuristic outline of early modern
societies, the phenomenon of the private, particularly at court, can be studied
through “artifacts, spatial markers, and vestiges of social practices.” This
allows us to trace privacy across the wide array of historical signs within
“human lives, actions, and experiences.”s> Heuristically, the emergence of
various privacies can then be visualised as a model of intersecting zones,
ranging from the particular mind of an individual to the shared world views
of societal groups.5® The terminological and heuristic approaches “offer a
common analytical lens that is fit to bring out and analyse historical insight
from various disciplinary angles”.5” From the perspective of court studies,
these approaches raise many questions about the delineations of privacy.
Did the court, for all its public performativity, offer degrees or spaces of
privacy? How was privacy obtained or constructed? Was privacy visible,
displayed, or performed within European courts?

This edited volume has been accomplished by engaging with the research
activities undertaken at PRIVACY. The selected essays represent a broad,
yet diverse, geographic and temporal scope, including the courts of France,
Germany, Spain, Sweden, Poland-Lithuania, and England from the late
fifteenth century to the eighteenth century. Additionally, the essays are
rooted in a rich array of contemporaneous source materials and highlight
how historical records and manuscripts can be used to examine notions
of privacy in court cultures. Not all of the essays directly engage with the
methodological framework of PRIVACY. Some of the essays underscore
vital insights that inform the PRIVACY methodology and expand upon
the language and scope of privacy studies. However, each contribution is
fundamentally dedicated to the examination of the private and notions of
privacy within the context of the early modern court.

54 Bruun, “Towards an Approach”, 21-22.
55 Bruun, “Towards an Approach”, 14.
56 Bruun, “Towards an Approach’, 23.
57 Bruun, “Towards an Approach”, 24.
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The Public and Private Nature of the Early Modern Court

During the early modern period, European courts were transformed by
the explosion of Renaissance ideals based on humanism, individualism,
and honour, as well as by the rise of courtly practices, including patronage,
diplomacy, and ceremonial power.5 These Renaissance ideals underpinned
the development and centralisation of government administrations, state
building, the culture of diplomacy, nobility and status, and the rise of ruling
powers. The various courts played a central role—for example, the Tudor and
Stuart courts in London, the Viennese court under the Austrian Habsburgs,
the court in Madrid under the Spanish Habsburgs, Versailles under the
Bourbons, Copenhagen under the Oldenburgs, and Stockholm under both the
House of Palatine-Zweibriicken and the Vasas. European courts were often
defined by shifting boundaries between the household, regional and national
governance, state and foreign relations, and the wider public and community.
Consequently, the structures and “overlapping functions as well as zones” of
early modern courts became increasingly personal and intimate.> This trend
has been highlighted by the extensive scholarly discussions surrounding
the character and environs of courts; such discussions have considered
interpersonal relations, points of contact, familial networks, gender roles,
court factions and scandals, and spectacles and rituals. The core element
of these courtly features is the personal nature with which they operated
and their close ties to notions of privacy—intimacy, secrecy, seclusion,
withdrawal, solitude, the ability to be hidden and unseen, to name a few.
The blurring of the lines between the public and private in the early
modern period was first noted by the historian G. R. Elton, who found
the Tudor court “baffl[ing]” because “[a]t times it has all the appearance
of a fully-fledged institution; at others it seems to be no more than a [...]
conceptual piece [...] covering people, certain behaviour, certain attitudes.”®°

58 Malcolm Vale, The Princely Court: Medieval Courts and Culture in North-West Europe, 1270-1380
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 287.

59 Jeroen Duindam, “Introduction”, in Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires: A Global
Perspective, eds. Jeroen Duindam, Tiilay Artan, and Metin Kunt (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 20.

60 G.R. Elton, “Tudor Government: Points of Contact”, in Studies in Tudor and Stuart Politics
and Government. Volume 3: Papers and Reviews, 1973-1981, ed. G. R. Elton (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1983), 38. Controversially, Elton’s dismissal of particular administrative offices
from the royal court has led to restricting the full investigation of the reach of courtly influence.
David Starkey, Natalie Mears, and Patrick Collinson have all criticised Elton’s dismissal. David
Starkey, “A Reply: Tudor Government: The Facts?”, The Historical Journal, 31:4 (December 1988):
921-31; Natalie Mears, “Courts, Courtiers, and Culture in Tudor England”, The Historical Journal,
46:3 (September 2003): 703—22; Patrick Collinson, “De Republica Anglorum: Or, History with the
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Interestingly, Elton’s observation articulates the main components of politi-
cal court culture: the interactions between political bodies and the worlds
in which they governed, controlled, and presided—specifically, where the
dynastic family, household, Church, Parliament, diplomats and foreign
relations, and subjects intersected—that defined the court. However, David
Starkey’s examination of the English court, in response to Elton’s work on
the limited functions of the Tudor royal court, placed great emphasis on
how the privy chamber—the most exclusive and intimate space connected
to the monarch within the royal household—was both a personal and a
political space through the “politics of intimacy”.%* At the “centre of political
power”, the privy chamber (as part of the court) fostered intimate politics
that became a central element in the negotiation of early modern power.
Thus emphasising the primary role and significance of courts, Starkey’s
work became the benchmark for researchers of court history who sought
to examine the politics, personal relations, and forms of access in other
court cultures across early modern Europe. Because of this legacy, Starkey’s
work must be approached through the lens of privacy. In the following brief
case study, Starkey’s research will be examined to illustrate how it can be
advanced through analysis of historical privacy, which focuses on two issues
that relate to notions of privacy and the private.

First, Starkey’s scholarly work stresses the institutional administration
of the privy chamber and its interplay with the privy council.® He does not
deal with the impact of wider social interactions and how courtly influence
shaped the dialogues and decision-making processes that took place outside
the privy chamber, nor does he discuss the role of the privy chamber in
developing politics of intimacy. For instance, Starkey simply points out
how Henry VIII of England (1491-1547) and the court went through “long
periods of separation” from the privy council and the business of state
being conducted in London.%* Consequently, subsequent scholars do not

Politics Put Back”, in Elizabethan Essays, ed. Patrick Collinson (London: The Hambledon Press,
1994),1-29.

61 G.R. Elton, “Tudor Revolution in Government”, Historical Journal 31 (1988): 425—34; David
Starkey, “Court, Council, and Nobility in Tudor England”, in Princes, Patronage, and the Nobility:
The Court at the Beginning of the Modern Age, eds. Ronald Asch and Adolf M. Birke (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1991), 175-204; David Starkey, “Innovation and Intimacy: The Rise of
the Privy Chamber, 1485-1547", in The English Court: From the War of the Roses to the Civil War,
eds. David Starkey, D. A. L. Morgan, John Murphy, Pam Wright, Neil Cuddy, and Kevin Sharpe
(Harlow: Longman Group UK Limited, 1987), 100.

62 Starkey, “Innovation and Intimacy”, 71.

63 David Starkey, “Privy Secrets”, History Today 37:8 (1987): 25.

64 Starkey, “Privy Secrets”, 25.
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get a full sense of the impact of this situation; Henry and his court, most
likely reduced, were withdrawn or removed from the central operations
and communication channels of government, signalling a degree of privacy.
Furthermore, while Starkey briefly mentions the privileges of access to
Henry those courtiers had as members of the privy chamber during the
King’s progresses, there is no discussion of how courtiers, particularly the
members of the privy chambers, used or exploited the King’s ephemeral
accessibility. Furthermore, there is no examination of how these unseen (or
private) interactions, which occurred outside the public and formal bounds
of the privy council and government in London, contributed to the politics
of intimacy, or of how this degree of privacy had an impact on policies or
relations between the privy chamber, council, and court.

Second, describing how the privy chamber was part of the court, Starkey
stressed that the privy chamber “marked the frontier between the public
and private lives of the monarch” and its role in ensuring that “the public
and private persons of the monarch were kept separate”.%5 Although Starkey
highlighted several interesting details connected to privacy, there is a repeti-
tious pattern where he often uses the words ‘private’ and ‘privacy’ casually;
as a result, the terms are devoid of explanation and clarity, making them
passing references rather than points of significance. Starkey mentioned
‘private’ and ‘privacy’ only vaguely and briefly. For instance, he noted a
small group of elite men who “displaced the chamber as the centre of the
king’s private life”, the “private staff that [Henry] wanted”, the king’s “private
apartments” and “private treasures”, and the “privy secrets” of Henry VIII and
his council.%® Starkey’s analysis is problematic not only because it downplays
the significance of and interplay with other physical and ephemeral spaces
within the Tudor court, but also because it does not make several distinctions
clear: what the “private apartments” denoted or how “court intrigues played
out among the nooks and crannies of the king’s private apartment”;%” what
the “private treasures” consisted of; how the “new” privacy of the privy
chamber differed from the older privy chamber; and what constituted “the
king’s private life”.%® Overall, Starkey seems to have assumed that privacy
was generally understood as that which was in opposition to the public,

65 David Starkey, “Introduction: Court History in Perspective”, in The English Court: From the
War of the Roses to the Civil War, eds. David Starkey, D. A. L. Morgan, John Murphy, Pam Wright,
Neil Cuddy, and Kevin Sharpe (Harlow: Longman Group UK Limited, 1987), 8—9.

66 Starkey, “Intimacy and Innovation”, 96; Starkey, “Privy Secrets”, 23—31; Starkey, “Court,
Council and Nobility”, 185.

67 Starkey, “Privy Secrets’, 23.

68 Starkey, “Intimacy and Innovation”, 96.
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but he never delineated the boundaries or characteristics of privacy. To
enhance and build on several of Starkey’s points, scholars could shed light
on the degrees of privacy that emerged at court and how these gradations
of privacy characterised Tudor court culture.

One of Starkey’s most useful and crucial points is his emphasis on “dis-
tance” and “participation”.®? He defined ‘distance’ for Henry VII's (1457-1509)
rule and association with the court by using Francis Bacon’s consideration of
“keeping of distance” as not allowing anyone to approach either the King’s
person or his “secrets”.’® However, except for “private conversations” and
“confidential papers”, it remains unclear whether this “keeping of distance”
meant that the King was alone and how someone could be near “his secrets”.”
These degrees of privacy are important to distinguish and understand in
the context of the court culture that pervaded Tudor society and politics.
For his emphasis on ‘participation’, Starkey characterised Henry VIII's rule
as based on interactions with “boon companions, friends or favourites”,
that is, those personally connected to or intimately close with the king.”
Starkey’s employment of ‘distance’ and ‘participation’ are key for the study
of early modern privacy at court. In order to comprehend the significance
of Starkey’s argument about the centrality of the privy chamber and the
implications of ‘distance’ and ‘participation;, it is essential to identify where
the privy chamber fit within the court’s architectural structures, which were
often regulated according to rank and status, and its physical accessibility
for courtiers. Despite Starkey’s brief outline of the spatial parameters of
Henry VII's privy chamber within the royal household, recent research has
established that for most of the Tudors, royal palaces consisted of “secret
chambers” that were “reached by passing through the successive intima-
cies of the ‘great chamber’ and the ‘second chamber’, in an architectural
progression which emphasized the intimacy [and privacy] of kingship”,
or monarchy.” These spatial distinctions reinforced the responsibilities
of privy chamber personnel to safeguard the monarch’s intimate spaces
and solitude, or privacy and thus to be gatekeepers for the monarch. This
responsibility becomes evident from comments by contemporaries at the
Tudor court. In 1557, John Bale (1495-1563), a bishop and historian at the

69 Starkey, “Intimacy and Innovation”, 73.

70 Starkey, “Intimacy and Innovation”, 74.

71 Starkey, “Intimacy and Innovation”, 74-75.

72 Starkey, “Intimacy and Innovation”, 77.

73 Cole Burrow, “The Experience of Exclusion: Literature and Politics in the Reigns of Henry
VII and Henry VIII, in The Cambridge History of Medieval English Literature, ed. David Wallace
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 795.
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court of Elizabeth I of England (1533-1603), wrote in Scriptorium Catalogus
about the status and influence of Stephen Hawes (d. before 1529), a Tudor
courtier. Bale proclaimed that the advancement of courtiers, such as Hawes,
occurred through a series of stages and spaces in which advancement “to
the court, to the inner chamber, to the very secret chamber [...] [occurred]
solely by the recommendation of his virtue”.7 Bale’s account illustrates
the spatial order of the royal household and the importance of a courtier’s
public and personal reputation for access to the sovereign,; this reputation
could only be confirmed through being in close proximity to the sovereign
and their intimates.

By expanding on the research of other early court historians, scholars
can gain a better understanding of the sociability and culture of premodern
European courts. For instance, considering how courts were conceived as
social environments, they can provide a more coherent understanding of
what privacy reveals about the spatial extent and boundaries of the court.
Similarly, teasing out the nuances of the private and how it was viewed at
the Henrician court, scholars may uncover more information about the
extent to which notions of privacy played a role in the political sociability
and court culture of a sovereign’s reign. This approach will allow scholars
to shed light on the actors and social conditions that provoked some of the
pivotal moments of the Tudor period and defined its very nature.

Take, for example, a recent study of the royal progresses of Henry VIIL
This study argued that Henry’s progresses highlighted “how withdrawal,
avoidance, and the activities of Henry’s private life were key sources of his
public criticism”75 As a result, it is possible to note how the connection
between degrees of privacy and the progresses of Henry VIII shaped his
rule, contemporaneous politics, and court culture. There are three key
ways in which this study adds a fresh, privacy-oriented perspective to
Tudor court studies and expands on the politics of intimacy. First, the
distinction of “Henry’s private life” highlights instances in which Henry
was not entirely visible or accessible by his court or subjects, including
his withdrawal to his bedchamber or withdrawal from the formal spaces
and affairs of state via royal progresses and personal recreation. As such,
the labelling of such moments of withdrawal helps to refine the use of

74 John Bale, “Stephen Hawes. LVIII”, in Scriptorium illustriu maioris Brytannie quam nunc
Angliam & Scotiamvocant (1557), f. 632. The original Latin quotation is: “ad aulam, ad interiorem
cameram, & ad secretum cubiculum tandem, sola virtutis commendatione vocabat.”
75 Dustin M. Neighbors, “Beyond the Public/Private Divide: New Perspectives on Sexuality,
Hospitality, and Diplomacy within Royal Spaces”, Royal Studies Journal 9:1 (2022): 10.
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descriptors like “private life”. Second, by thus examining Henry VIII's
court and political culture through the lens of privacy, scholars get a sense
of how the politics of intimacy, secrecy, and unseen interactions that
occurred in the privy chamber and within the court contributed to broader
social and political discourse. This is evident in the public’s criticism of
Henry’s divorce with Catherine of Aragon during his progresses, as well
as complaints about how the King was influenced by “evil council” in the
petition brought by subjects who rebelled against Henry’s act to dissolve
the Catholic monasteries.”® The rebellion was known as the Pilgrimage of
Grace. The petition underscored the grievances behind the Pilgrimage of
Grace, especially Article 8 of the petition, which was aimed at the Henry’s
councillors as “subverters of the good laws of the realme”.”” The rebels
thought that Henry had received ill counsel regarding the dissolution
from “a smaller ‘kitchen cabinet’ of intimates” that was “secret, informal
and committed to a single policy; and for all these reasons it broke the
tenets of good counsel”.”® This episode demonstrates how the unseen,
secret interactions taking place in the privy chamber created pockets of
privacy that were perceived negatively by the King’s subjects and that
contributed to the public discourse.

Finally, the third important contribution of this study is adding “social
depth” to the politics of intimacy.” The sociability of the privy chamber
highlights the interactions between the primary personnel appointed to
this chamber and those of Henry VIII's court. These interactions show how
the court was a theatre in which the King’s appointees to the privy chamber
were those who performed and “attracted” Henry’s attention and favour.®° Yet
the various forms of interaction were not just limited to the personnel and
duties of the privy chamber; these points of contact extended to physical and
epistolary exchanges. The argument can be made that the exclusivity and
intimate nature of the privy chamber enabled individuals to manufacture
intimacy or engage in secret activities. For example, in 1541, Thomas Cul-
peper’s (1514—41) affair with the King’s wife, Katherine Howard (1518/24—42),
was facilitated primarily by Culpeper’s and Katherine’s interactions within

76 Susan Loughlin, “The Pilgrimage of Grace: Rhetoric, Reward and Retribution” (PhD diss.,
National University of Ireland, 2013), 60.

77 TNA, SP1/112, f. 119.

78 R.W. Hoyle, Pilgrimage of Grace and the Politics of the 1530s (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2001), 60.

79 Collinson, “De Republica Anglorum”, 11.

80 Starkey, “Intimacy and Innovation”, 81.
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the intimate areas of the royal household.®' Additionally, during the King’s
progresses to York in 1541, Culpeper confessed that he and Katherine had
sexual relations numerous times, either at the “back dores” on the “back
steppes” or through exclusive access to the Queen’s apartments.®? Both
Culpeper, as Gentleman of the Privy Chamber, and Katherine, as Henry’s
wife, had access to each other and were able to be alone, albeit for only brief
intervals. Away from the formal spaces of the court and palaces in London, the
chaos of progresses and the varied layout of courtly spaces provided further
opportunities for Katherine and Culpeper to interact.38 Furthermore, the
affair between Katherine and Culpeper illuminates how secret actions could
be conducted at court; such actions involved other courtiers, who helped
to facilitate and maintain the private affair as a secret—for instance, Jane
Boleyn, or Lady Rochford (d. 1542).34 Thus, the ephemerality and seclusion
of the privy chamber and other courtly spaces, combined with Henry’s
absence, provided moments of privacy whereby Culpeper and Katherine
not only socially interacted, but also engaged in intimate relations.
Another way to better understand how privacy was perceived and
understood by early modern contemporaries is through the accounts of
foreign visitors and ambassadors at various European courts. Foreign
diplomats played a significant role in the dynamics of court culture and
influenced politics between nations. Official ambassadors lived at the courts
to which they were appointed and were able to obtain information and
see how a sovereign lived and ruled their dominions for their critical duty
of “information gathering”.?5 They witnessed public and private moments
at aruler’s court and interacted with sovereigns in private. This is evident
from many of the letters they wrote to their masters. For example, in 1559,
the French ambassador Gilles de Noailles (1524-1600) wrote to the King of
France, Francis II (1544—60), that the English queen, Elizabeth I, had “spoke
with [him] in private” regarding the issues of troops being dispatched from
France to Scotland.®® As this letter illustrates, foreign ambassadors engaged

81 Nicola Clark, Gender, Family and Politics: The Howard Women 1485-1558 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2018), 133—39; Nicola Clark, “Queen Katherine Howard: Space, Place, and
Promiscuity Pre- and Post- Marriage, 1536-1541", Royal Studies Journal 6:2 (2019): 97-99.

82 TNA, SP1/167, f. 141.

83 Clark, “Queen Katherine Howard”, 100-o1.

84 On Lady Jane Rochford’s role in this regard, see David Loades, Catherine Howard: The
Adulterous Wife of Henry VIII (Stroud: Amberley Publishing, 2012), 149—-51.

85 Jeremy Black, History of Diplomacy (London: Reaktion Books Ltd., 2010), 12.

86 Alexandre Teulet (ed.), Relations politiques de la France et de 'Espagne avec 'Ecosse au XVIe
siécle: correspondances frangaises 1515-1603. Volume 5 (Paris: Libraire de la Société de I'Histoire de
France, 1862), 367. See the English translation: “Noailles to the King of France”, g November 1559,
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and initiated moments of privacy with monarchs and their courtiers to
discuss politics.

Through these brief examples, it becomes clear that the culture and
interplay of the royal and princely courts and politics straddled the line
between public and private and that the complex nature of courts and
contexts of privacy affected early modern monarchy, power, politics,
diplomacy, and social hierarchies. Our understanding of the interplay and
culture of European courts stems from the rich scholarship of court studies
and the employment of interdisciplinary perspectives that have revealed
so much about the various types and mechanisms of courts, the specific
cultural character of courts, and the interconnections of the court within the
broader context of European state formation and societal transformations.
However, the concentrated focus on specific court cultures and the limited
scope of topics within court studies underline the need for more extensive
analysis to fill research gaps and address topics that require more attention,
especially studies connected to privacy.®” For example, more research is
needed into the courts and court cultures within northern and eastern
Europe, as well as into courts beyond Europe, in order to comparatively
understand how privacy was understood at courts around the world.®8
Despite all we know about the mechanics, administration, and operations
of premodern courts, the monetary, commercial, and economic components
at the various courts of Europe is understudied. By incorporating the lens
of privacy into court studies, scholars have the potential to delve more
deeply and shed new light on different aspects of courts and court cultures.
For instance, scholars could explore how private interests were forged
through financial exchanges between key individuals/agents at court or
how secret financial strategies and investments were pursued by courtiers

in Calendar of State Papers Foreign: Elizabeth. Volume 2:1559-1560, ed. Joseph Stevenson (London,
1865), 96.

87 The aim of the list that follows is to highlight potential research avenues that could be
developed through privacy studies. This list is based on conversations about the state of the
field and research being conducted by colleagues in court studies. I would like to thank all of
the incredibly generous colleagues for their thoughts, ideas, and challenging discourse related
to court studies research. In particular, I would like to express my immense gratitude to Ellie
Woodacre, Cathleen Sarti, Charlotte Backerra, Jessica O’Leary, Susan Broomhall, Esther Griffin
von Orsouw, and Sarah Bendall for their insightful comments and perspectives that helped to
identify the gaps and areas that warrant further scholarly attention.

88 Jeroen Duindam has led the way in examining global courts through a research group and
project entitled “Eurasian Empires: Integration Processes and Identity Formations” at the Leiden
University. This resulted in the edited collection Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires: A
Global Perspective, eds. Jeroen Duindam, Tiilay Artan, and Metin Kunt (Leiden: Brill, 2011).
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or impacted the court. Additionally, to expand our understanding of status
and reputation at European courts, scholars could examine how court
employment and the repercussions of changes in the personal economic
status of court personnel shaped court culture. Finally, scholars could
analyse how consumerism emerged through private meetings between
mercantile elites and courtiers. A few studies have started to explore these
aspects of the court.8?

In light of the issues at the forefront of modern society, there is also a
need to expand on existing research and fill research gaps pertaining to
the role and effects of personal and public health and the ramifications
oflifecycles at court. For instance, topics such as mental health, illnesses,
disabilities, old age, medical knowledge, emotions, and lived experiences
at court need to be considered.?° Similarly, although the subject of court
environments has been explored, particularly the use of alternative
residences, gardens, and parks,® it is surprising that very little is known
about the secluded or private nature of the natural environments and
landscapes in which courts were situated. Another aspect of court stud-
ies that is underexplored and that can be expanded through the lens of
privacy is the relationship between sovereign courts and media, especially
the issues surrounding publicity, news, censorship, and the history and
circulation of knowledge at court.9* There are also other little-studied
areas. Nevertheless, common characteristics across the themes and topics
listed above could be used to examine such underexplored areas; repeat-
edly, the personal, intimate, secret, and unseen are involved. While this
volume does not deal directly with many of these topics, the chapters do
showcase the ways in which these potential avenues of research can be
investigated through the lens of privacy and the methodological framework
of privacy studies.

89 Cf. Gerhard Fouquet, Jan Hirschbiegel, and Werner Paravicini, eds., Hofwirtschaft: ein
okonomischer Blick auf Hof und Residenz in Spdtmittelalter und Friiher Neuzeit (Ostfildern:
Thorbecke, 2008).

90 EmrysD. Jones, “Royal Raptures: Caroline of Ansbach and the Politics of Illness in the 1730s”,
Medical Humanities 37 (2011): 13-17.

91 To name a few: Susannah Lyon-Whaley, Floral Culture and the Tudor and Stuart Courts
(Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press (forthcoming 2023—-24); Jane Whitaker, Gardens for
Gloriana: Wealth, Splendour and Design in the Elizabethan Garden (London: Bloomsbury, 2019);
Jill Francis, “Order and Disorder in the Early Modern Garden, 1558-1630", Garden History 36:1
(2008): 22—35.

92 Andreas Gestrich, Absolutismus und Oﬁentlichkeit: politische Kommunikation in Deutschland
zu Beginn des 18. Jahrhunderts (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1994).
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Integrating Court Studies and Notions of Privacy: The
Contributions

This edited collection urges scholars to reassess, and perhaps challenge,
the prevailing public/private distinction that has long shaped the study of
European courts. Contesting the idea that the public functions of court were
key conditions of the repetitive process in the “revision and renegotiation”
of ruling power, the chapters here reassess the relationship between the
public and private aspects within court cultures and demonstrate how
notions of privacy also fostered the “revision and renegotiation” of power
and status in early modern Europe.?3 The collection focuses on five key
categories that correlate to central themes in the field of court studies. The
chapters are arranged according to these themes: theories and conceptions
of the court (chapters 1-3); architecture, spaces, and access (chapters 4 and
5); patronage, art, and literature (chapters 6 and 7); religion (chapter 8);
and politics (chapters g and 10). Although the chapters are not organised
chronologically, the resulting structure of this volume covers a broad range
of topics, time periods, and geographical areas. The following overview of
the book begins with a short historiographical survey of court studies that
emphasises the categories that are used here. The purpose of this survey
is to situate each essay within its scholarly context and to highlight the
chapter’s contribution the field of court studies.

Scholars within court studies have explored and debated the concep-
tions of courts and the symbiotic relationship between rulers and their
courts by examining the interplay of public and personal influences. Such
examinations have identified the specific cultural, social, and political
conditions of premodern European courts. For instance, in examining
the French court, Norbert Elias asserted that the blending or merging of
the public and private “gives social life at court and within court society a
characteristic double face”, which was reflected in the physical spaces of
the court and in the functions and structures of the household.?* Yet Elias
observed that the “function of [...] private life [was] to provide relaxation,
amusement, conversation”.9 Elias’s observation, like Starkey’s argument,
proffers a set of descriptors and characteristics that suggest degrees of
privacy. Likewise, the research and debates that have evolved from the

93 Adamson, “Introduction”, 7-8.

94 Norbert Elias, The Court Society, trans. Edmund Jephcott (Oxford: Blackwell, 1983), 53. Cf.
Norbert Elias, The Civilising Process, trans. Edmund Jephcott (Oxford: Blackwell, 1994).

95 Elias, The Court Society, 53.
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work of Elias, Starkey, and others have enabled us to expand the scope and
boundaries of what constituted the court and its relationships with other
early modern institutions and actors. There have been studies of informal
spaces that served as extensions of the court (i.e., hunting grounds and
residences) and of the role of women as political agents operating through
informal channels at court (i.e., hospitality or correspondence).9®
Although there has been some consideration of the scope, terms, and
characteristics that demarcate instances of privacy, scholars have neither
fully analysed the meanings, nuances and significance of boundaries
and categories of privacy nor engaged with a methodological approach
for studying notions of privacy within court culture. This collection at-
tempts to address these gaps through the first three chapters. In their
opening chapter, “Considering Privacy at Court”, Mette Birkedal Bruun
and Lars Cyril Nergaard explore the terminological and historical mean-
ings of privacy, including its epistemological roots. As a result, Bruun
and Nergaard achieve two goals. First, they provide the contextual and
theoretical framework of historical privacy studies and also explain how
to avoid anachronism. This explanation stresses that in order to employ a
concept of historical privacy, it must be grounded in the source material
by contextually situating different instances of privacy. Second, Bruun and
Norgaard acknowledge the limitations of exploring privacy within court
studies, while offering possible ways of overcoming such limitations by
drawing on interdisciplinary perspectives. For this, they refer to Jeroen
Duindam’s work on courts in a global perspective, emphasising Duindam’s
model of sociability as a comparative example of PRIVACY’s heuristic
model.9 This comparison provides a way of distinguishing the boundaries
of the court in relation to zones of privacy. Building on this approach,
Bruun and Nergaard incorporate Helen Nissenbaum’s modern conceptions
of privacy to illustrate the usefulness of context-relative practices related
to information for expanding on the concepts of access and accessibility
and identifying degrees of privacy at court.® Providing this analytical
foundation and explaining a collection of approaches in the study of privacy,

96 Cf.Neighbors and Kiifer, “Zones of Privacy”; Kristine Dyrmann, “The Court in the Countryside:
Privacy and Political Sociability in the Suburban Villas of Copenhagen’s Late Eighteenth-Century
Court Elite”, The Court Historian 28:1 (2023): 32—48; Steve Griffin, “Between Public and Private
Spaces: Jacobite Diplomacy in Vienna, 1725-1742", Royal Studies Journal 9:1 (2022): 46—59.

97 Jeroen Duindam, Dynasties: A Global History of Power, 1300-1800 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2016), 7-8.

98 Helen Nissenbaum, Privacy in Context: Technology, Policy, and the Integrity of Social Life
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2010).
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Bruun and Nergaard establish a contextual landscape in which the essays
of this collection are situated.

While personal spaces helped to demarcate degrees of privacy, the
binary distinction of public and private spheres does not take into account
the diverse activities, interactions, relationships, and decision-making
processes that occurred at court. In fact, public and private boundaries
often intersected. One might even question whether any aspect of royal
and courtly spectacles was ever truly public or private. Several scholarly
studies that emerged in the late 1990s focused on the public spectacles of
early modern European courts, including rituals of ceremony, iconography,
and representation.9? Often, these studies argued that public spectacles
were important forms of communication and were staged productions that
involved the court in myriad ways—from the construction and organisation
of coronations, processions, weddings, and celebrations to the individual
actors taking part in the performative elements of spectacles and ceremo-
nies. However, assuming that public spectacles were sharply divided from
privacy, and thus maintaining the strict binary public/private distinction,
is problematic because the meanings of these courtly spectacles are lost,
the nuances of privacy are obscured, and the interpersonal connections and
links between different groups of people at court (e.g., diplomats, servants,
and artists) are not fully explored.

With notions of privacy and the private in mind, Elias’s “double face”
assertion, which we noted above, can be further developed. Is it possible
to suggest that for every public aspect of early modern households, courts,
and activities, there is a reciprocal private, or unseen/less public, or perhaps
intimate aspect? Were there personal aspects that existed and functioned in

99 J.R.Mulryne and Helen Watanabe-O’Kelly, Europa Triumphans: Court and Civic Festivals in
Early Modern Europe (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004); Eloy Hortal Mufioz, “Organizacién de una Casa:
El Libro de Veeduria de la reina Ana de Austria”, in Las relaciones discretas entre las Monarquias
Hispana y Portuguesa: las casas de las Reinas (siglos XV-XIX), eds. ]. Martinez Millan and M.
P. Margal Lourengo (Madrid: Polifemo, 2008), 275—311; Jeroen Duindam, Vienna and Versailles:
The Courts of Europe’s Major Dynastic Rivals, 1550-1780 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2003); Katrin Keller, Hofdamen: Amtstrédgerinnen im Wiener Hofstaat des 17. Jahrhunderts (Vienna:
Bohlau, 2005); Marcello Fantoni, George Gorse, and Malcolm Smuts, Politics of Space: European
Courts, ca. 15001750 (Rome: Bulzoni Editore, 2009). For more research on court festivals, see
also]. R. Mulryne, Maria Ines Aliverti, and Anna Maria Testaverde, Ceremonial Entries in Early
Modern Europe: The Iconography of Power (Farnham: Ashgate, 2017);J. R. Mulryne and Elizabeth
Goldring, Court Festivals of the European Renaissance: Art, Politics and Performance (Abingdon:
Routledge, 2017); J. R. Mulryne, Krista De Jonge, R. L. M. Morris, and Pieter Martens, Occasions
of State: Early Modern European Festivals and the Negotiation of Power (Abingdon: Routledge,
2019).
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response to the public “face”? By thinking about Elias’s “double face” in this
way, there is greater opportunity for locating and exploring the dual impact
of personas of rulership, court cultures, performance and communication,
and interpersonal relations. This postulation is supported and developed
by Barbara Stollberg-Rilinger in her chapter entitled “Privacy at Court?
Reconsidering the Public/Private Dichotomy”.

Deploying her expertise on symbolic communication in court rituals
and ceremonies, Stollberg-Rilinger disputes the use of the public/private
dichotomy as an analytical tool for examining notions of privacy within
early modern courts and court culture. To demonstrate the limitations of
this dichotomy, Stollberg-Rilinger uses various eighteenth-century examples,
which include the Prussian court of Frederick William (1688-1740) and the
Viennese court of Empress Maria Theresa (1717-80). Echoing Bruun’s and
Norgaard’s approach, Stollberg-Rilinger analyses the Germanic linguistic
expressions used in the ceremonies and communications at the Prussian
and Viennese courts alongside the semantics of privacy. Through this
process, she outlines a potential language that denotes notions of privacy.
She contends that the use of specific court language demonstrates how
instances of historical privacy often emerged at court in connection with
the ceremonial and theatrical staging of early modern power, politics,
diplomacy, and courtly rituals. As a result of this staging, Stollberg-Rilinger
strongly argues that the public/private dichotomy does not sufficiently
address the interpersonal relationships and interactions connecting politics,
ceremony, and communication with notions of privacy. Instead, she offers
an alternative dichotomy to more fully consider notions of privacy and
contextualise the degrees of privacy at court: front stage/back stage distinc-
tions. Although she questions the analytical value of privacy as a research
lens, Stollberg-Rilinger nevertheless exposes the versatility of the front
stage/back stage conception for enhancing research into the performative,
ritual, and theatrical nuances of both court culture and privacy in early
modern Europe. Stollberg-Rilinger concludes that while the public/private
dichotomy is no longer suitable in the wake of “profound transformations
of the public and private spheres”, any study of historical privacy and court
culture must rely on interdisciplinary frameworks.

The front stage/back stage distinction certainly mirrors our understand-
ing of personal relations, the cultural developments of the court, and the
management of and navigating between these public/private stages at court.
In fact, this distinction could be a way to clarify Starkey’s work on the privy
chamber and intimacy by expanding our thinking to also consider the role
that notions of privacy had in shaping the spaces, proximity, and physicality



40 DUSTIN M. NEIGHBORS

that bound rulers and their courts together. There is a rich collection of
scholarly research, particularly from the 1990s, that continues to grow
and that showcases how architectural and courtly spaces were critical to
facilitating interactions and interpersonal relationships between rulers and
their subjects.’*® Elias, Starkey, and others have all emphasised the central
function of institutional and architectural structures not only in estab-
lishing the court, but also in accommodating interpersonal relationships
and stimulating the negotiation of power between rulers and their courts.
However, the details and contexts of these elements of courts and their
far-reaching significance were brought to light more clearly when scholars
of court studies began to examine the intersections and points of contact
at court with concepts that encompassed both the public and private. John
Adamson, Jeroen Duindam, Dries Raeymaekers, and Sebastiaan Derks have
transformed our understanding of the interconnections of spaces, relations,
intimacy, politics, and power through focusing on the concept of access.*”*

Adamson has illustrated the importance ascribed to behaviours, manners,
and etiquette at court, all of which were essential to establishing boundaries,
managing access, and maintaining social control. He has convincingly
maintained that the court “accommodated a series of rival foci of authority
and influence, where power was traded, and where the decisions taken
touched the lives of every subject”.*> From the hospitality, material culture,
and social diplomacy at the court of Charles I of England (1600—49) to the
political court of the absent, withdrawn, and distant James I of England/VI
of Scotland (1566-1625), Adamson has offered us contextual cases of points
of access to analyse the correlation between shifting degrees of privacy and
courtly perceptions of power.’® More importantly, the publicising of intimate
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(New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1993), 83. Cf. Barbara Arciszewska, “The Royal
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(Paris: Picard, 2013), 137-150; Krista de Jonge, “The Principal Residences in Mechelen: The Court
of Cambrai and the Court of Savoy”, in Women of Distinction: Margaret of York and Margaret
of Austria, ed. Dagmar Eichberger (Turnhout: Brepols, 2005), 57-66; Manolo Guerci, London’s
‘Golden Mile’: Great Houses of the Strand, 15501650 (New Haven and London: Yale University
Press, 2021).
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the Visual Arts in Early Seventeenth-Century Europe, eds. Luc Duerloo and Malcolm Smuts
(Turnhout: Brepols, 2016), 145; John Adamson, “The Tudor and Stuart Courts, 1509-1714”", in The
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affairs and private relations, as well as the politics and social discourses
stemming from the public and private intersecting at court, substantiates
Adamson’s assertion that “[a]ccess and intimacy did not always equate
with political power”.**4 Thus, he challenges the traditional idea that the
privy chamber and its personnel were the main forces of influence at court.

Coincidentally, Duindam has transformed how court scholars approach
the ruler’s household and court, which are no longer considered to be a
singular, administrative structure separate from government, but are now
analysed as a social assembly of institutions, people, and conventions.'*5
This assembly did not operate solely according to divisions between rul-
ers and nobles, sovereigns and assemblies, or friends and foes. Instead,
as Duindam has argued, this assembly was based on shifting political,
cultural, and personal impetuses that ensured social order was maintained
as a “continuing movement between poles that defines the court”.°® The
court consequently became a social powerhouse “setting the standards for
art, language, dress and comportment”.'°” Because of these conclusions,
Duindam’s research has shed light on the significance of considering the
language and terminology related to access, spatial boundaries, and the
organisation of personnel. In particular, his study of the courts of Versailles
and Vienna includes examples that point to degrees of privacy through his
use of the French terms “connéctable, marechaux, and écuyer”108 and his
identification of Viennese court positions like “Oberstkammerer”.*9 Since
this seminal study, Duindam has turned to domains of sociability that
shaped the court."® These domains reveal four primary dimensions of the
“social setting of dynastic rulers”, among which “parameters of access” to
the public and inner, perhaps private, areas of the court are crucial for the
“study of decision-making and power” at court."*

Derks and Raeymaekers, in particular, have emphasised that the regula-
tion and practices of access were responses to increased interactions

Princely Courts of Europe, 1500-1750, ed. John Adamson (London: Weidenfeld & Nicholson,
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between rulers and their subjects at early modern courts across Europe.
Examining these interactions and the regulation of access, Raeymaek-
ers and Derks underscore that “formality [or regulation] in access was
nearly always supplemented with informal structures”."* These informal
structures can be seen in the development of interpersonal relationships,
including rulers’ interactions with court favourites, elite recreational
activities, travelling and progresses, as well as the development of courtly
practices and the organisation of personal activities. Building on his earlier
work, Raeymaekers’s chapter in this volume, “The Monarch Exposed:
The Negotiation of Privacy at the Early Modern Court”, explores further
the significance of courtly access by discussing how notions of privacy
within royal courts paradoxically exposed the monarch’s personal life.
Considering various early modern courts, from the courts of Henry VIII
and Elizabeth I to that of the Holy Roman Emperor, Charles VI (1685-1740),
and others, Raeymaekers contends that the ideal of privacy at court
must be examined as a process of negotiation. This process, he argues,
is achieved through the regulation of access, whereby negotiation relied
on three core elements: spatial organisation, material culture, and the
bodily presence of early modern rulers. Consequently, Raeymaekers
concludes that the court should not be divided into spheres, but rather
it should be examined through multiple spheres consisting of degrees of
privacy and publicity.

Similar to Duindam’s model, which Bruun and Nergaard echo in their
chapter, the core elements of courtly access that Raeymaekers highlights
help to determine the boundaries of privacy, who had access, and the impact
of privacy on the interactions and power dynamics at court. Although
Raeymaekers’s analysis of courtly access and degrees of privacy primarily
deals with political processes and political access, his contribution to this
volume provides an approach useful for further exploring how courtly access
was achieved in other ways, such as economic agency and commercial
exchanges, fashion production and textile consumption, the cultivation
of scientific knowledge, and the development of early modern industries
and technology. Through these various activities, the public and private
merged, thereby facilitating gradations or pockets of privacy at early modern
European courts. The subsequent chapters in this volume examine notions of
privacy in specific historical contexts through interdisciplinary perspectives
and various topics, including gender, architecture, art, literature, religion,
politics, and diplomacy.

112 Raeymaekers and Derks, Keys to Power?, 7.
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The rise of women’s studies in the late 1980s, along with the growing
emphasis on interdisciplinary research in court studies during the mid-
1990s, triggered a push for more research on women at court."3 This push,
coinciding with the rise of royal studies, led to a surge in scholarly research
that placed women at the centre of courts."# These studies examined the
structural and cultural differences of the court through both comparative
and specific analyses of European courts, court politics and culture, and
connections and relationships with territories and localities."> A substantial
focus was on the presence of women at courts, gender roles, particularly on
women as consorts, and female agency. Scholars have highlighted the ways in
which women navigated both the private and the public, especially informal
and formal spaces, to exercise agency and influence, while also forging
their own identities."® Furthermore, research on the public and personal
boundaries of the court has been notably enhanced by considerations of the
meaning and practices of access"? that have generated more and broader
studies of gender and women at, connected to, and impacted by early modern
courts. Certainly, studies on the role of women and their connections to
access within the royal household and at court have challenged traditional
views that women were restricted to the private and domestic sphere.

13 Sharon Kettering, “Gift-Giving and Patronage in Early Modern France”, French History 2
(1988): 131—51; Pam Wright, “A Change in Direction: The Ramifications of a Female Household,
1558-1603", in The English Court: From the War of the Roses to the Civil War, eds. David Starkey,
D. A.L. Morgan, John Murphy, Pam Wright, and Kevin Sharpe (London: Longman Group, 1987),
147-72; Unknown, “Editorial”, The Court Historian 1:1 (1996): 2.

114 There are close connections, as well as overlaps, between court and royal studies. Evolving
from the biographical studies of monarchies, kings, and queens, royal studies, including the
study of non-royal forms of rulership, focuses on “the exercise, extent, and limitations of royal
power and authority as it changes over time and between different geographical, religious, and
cultural settings.” Elena Woodacre and Cathleen Sarti, “What is Royal Studies?”, Royal Studies
Journal, 2:2 (2015):18. See also Neighbors, “Beyond the Public/Private Divide”, 1-17.

115 J. P. D. Cooper, “Centre and Localities”, in The Elizabethan World, eds. Susan Doran and
Norman Jones (London: Routledge, 2011), 130—46; Janet Dickinson, Court Politics and the Earl of
Essex, 1589-1601 (London: Pickering & Chatto, 2012).

116 Cf. Merry Wiesner-Hanks, Women and Gender in Early Modern Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008); Clarissa Campbell Orr, Queenship in Britain, 1660-1837: Royal Patronage,
Court Culture and Dynastic Politics (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2010); Clarissa
Campbell Orr, Queenship in Europe, 1660-1815: The Role of the Consort (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2004); Michelle L. Beer, Queenship at the Renaissance Courts of Britain: Catherine
of Aragon and Margaret Tudor, 1503-1533 (Woodbridge: The Royal Historical Society/The Boydell
Press, 2018).

117 Raeymaekers and Derks, Keys to Power?; Mears, Queenship and Political Discourse, 15. See
also Dustin M. Neighbors, “With my rulinge’: Agency, Queenship, and Political Culture through
Royal Progresses in the Reign of Elizabeth I” (PhD diss., University of York, 2018).
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It is this particular challenge that Britta Kdgler confronts in her chapter,
“Institutionalised Privacy? The Need to Achieve and Defend Privacy in
the Frauenzimmer”. Kégler demonstrates how degrees of privacy at early
modern courts often hinged on or stemmed from gender and social roles.
Focusing on the individual and collective privacy of women at the German-
speaking courts, in particularly the Wittelsbach court, Kégler analyses the
connections between privacy and gender surrounding the Frauenzimmer;
she particularly emphasises the language and practices of privacy within
informal spaces and through gendered activities. She argues that the char-
acterisation and configuration of physical spaces, like the Frauenzimmer,
offered women degrees of privacy through which they exercised agency.
Like Stollberg-Rilinger, Kédgler offers a way of understanding how notions
of privacy were visible within the public hierarchy, spaces, and rituals of
courts. By incorporating the gendered paradigm into the examination of
the public/private divide, Kdgler illustrates how to extrapolate the various
ways in which women navigated their position between the public and
private spheres, including gendered concepts of modesty, seclusion, and
intimacy. Furthermore, Kégler’s chapter and the issue of gender also shed
light on various aspects of domesticity and connections between privacy
and health, especially treatments of sickness, the sickbed, and personal
relationships with medical personnel at court.

Around the mid-2000s, a shift in court studies turned the focus of scholars
towards the inner workings and cultural production of courts. This cultural
shift has illuminated the visual, material, and spatial aspects, as well as
the specific activities, that characterised European courts. This shift has
also resulted in further delineation of the formality and informality of
spaces at court (e.g., the Kunstkammer and tents) through the exploration
of materiality, intimacy, and personal preferences."® The chapters by Fabian
Persson and Oskar J. Rojewski expand not only on Raeymaekers’s chapter,
but also on previous scholarship pertaining to cultural fabrication and

118 For research on the objects and materiality of the Kunstkammer, see Thomas DaCosta
Kaufman, “Remarks on the Collections of Rudolf II: The Kunstkammer as a Form of Represen-
tatio”, in Grasping the World: The Idea of the Museum, eds. Donald Preziosi and Claire Farago
(London: Routledge, 2004); National Gallery of Art, The Metropolitan Museum of Art, and Fine
Arts Museums of San Francisco, The Splendor of Dresden: Five Centuries of Art Collecting—An
Exhibition from the State Art Collections of Dresden (New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art,
1978). For portable tents, see the Historic Royal Palaces’ project “Portable Palaces: Royal Tents
and Timber Lodgings 1509-1603" (https://gtr.ukri.org/projects?ref=AH%2FP006485%2F1). See
also Alden Gregory, “The Timber Lodgings of King Henry VIII: Ephemeral Architecture at War
in the Early Sixteenth Century”, The Antiquaries Journal1oo (2020): 304—23.


https://gtr.ukri.org/projects?ref=AH%2FP006485%2F1

REASSESSING THE PUBLIC/PRIVATE NATURE OF EUROPEAN COURT CULTURES 45

production at court. Persson and Rojewski illustrate how regulating access,
intimate relations, and notions of privacy shaped the appearance and visual
narratives at court. While both Persson and Rojewski engage with themes
of access and proximity, they approach these themes in connection with
notions of privacy from different perspectives.

Persson’s chapter, “Public Displays of Affection: Creating Spheres of
Apparent Royal Intimacy in Public”, examines the degrees of privacy created
through control over the spatial and proximal access at the Swedish court
in the late eighteenth century. Analysing royal decrees, court regulations,
and the architectural layout of Stockholm Palace, Persson focuses on the
intentional act of cultivating a perceived sense of negotiated access and
creating an impression of intimacy at court. This carefully crafted perception
of access and the accompanying impression of intimacy fostered pockets of
privacy through regulating the placement of material objects, spaces, and
bodies that governed the proximity, interactions, and closeness of monarchs
with their courtiers. Thus, Persson argues that the degrees of privacy at
the Swedish court were at times fabricated to manage courtly behaviour,
control public display, and protect royal life from the public eye. Persson’s
contribution facilitates a close consideration of the ways in which privacy,
especially fabricated privacy, shaped public presentation and perception.
This conclusion has the potential to stimulate further research into the
illusion of private relations and interactions as these were fabricated and
strategically represented at court.

In contrast, Rojewski explores the regulation of access and notions of
privacy through patronage and cultural production at court. In his chap-
ter, “The Translation of Court Culture from the Burgundian Court to the
Kingdom of Castile: The Sovereign’s Privacy and Relationship with Court
Artists”, Rojewski demonstrates how court painters were granted access
to the private spaces of the Burgundian and Castilian courts during the
late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries. Through extensive analysis of
court ordinances and paintings, Rojewski argues that the negotiation of
privacy was enshrined in protocols governing both access and the physi-
cal organisation at the courts of Philippe the Good (1419—67), Charles the
Bold (1433-77), and Isabella I of Castile (1451-1504). As such, the cultural
dissemination of artwork and modes of reception at these courts were
shaped by private relations, interactions, and activities.

The everyday functions and activities at court were performed in spe-
cific ways, which, as Rojewski points out, are described and perceived
through artwork, handbooks, mémoires, and epistolary exchanges. Such
visual and written depictions about the court, its functions, and its daily
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activities ultimately came to define early modern European courts. The
performances and details about life at court also reveal personal bonds,
intimate interactions, and unseen influences that shaped the public perso-
nas, reputations, and reception of people and courts in premodern Europe.
Connections between performativity, narrative, and notions of privacy are
central to chapters 7 and 8. In chapter 7, “On Privacy—or Rather the Lack
Thereof—at Court in the Polish Literature of the Sixteenth Century”, Marta
Wojtkowska-Maksymik examines notions of privacy and the private within
sixteenth-century literature. Her study illustrates how literary discourses and
narrative texts distinguished and described what was public and private in
everyday activities at the Polish-Lithuanian court of the Jagiellonian dynasty.
Wojtkowska-Maksymik analyses the details contained within literary texts
and accounts concerning a variety of topics related to common household
activities and courtly activities. She argues that these writings reveal not
only how the Jagiellonian court communicated and understood privacy, but
also how they used expressions of privacy to cultivate a reputation centred
around being a civilised and refined European court. Wojtkowska-Maksymik
contributes a research approach to further analyse notions of courtly privacy
that are evident in other accounts and literary sources beyond the Polish
materials she considers in the chapter.

The culture and politics of religion at court have been a dominant theme
in court studies. Religious life was central to early modern societies, es-
pecially at European courts. Through confessional conflicts and religious
worship, premodern European courts were instrumental in the development
of religious policies and reforms that shaped the wider European religious
landscape. Adamson and Duindam have emphasised how the court’s activi-
ties followed the liturgical year and reflected the confessional identities of
their sovereigns."® Andrew Thomas has investigated the roles of confessional
identity and court patronage in the development of the Wittelsbach princely
court.”*® The impact of preaching and the role of religious clerics at court
has been depicted as politically important by Peter McCullough.*** More
recently, Paolo Cozzo has reaffirmed the significance of religious rituals,
which were crucial for the “symbolic representation of power in courts”.'** Yet

119 Adamson, “Tudor and Stuart Courts”; Duindam, Vienna and Versailles.

120 Andrew L. Thomas, A House Divided: Wittelsbach Confessional Court Cultures in the Holy
Roman Empire, c. 15501650 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 1.

121 Peter McCullough, Sermons at Court: Politics and Religion in Elizabethan and Jacobean
Preaching (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 5.

122 Paolo Cozzo, “Religious Rituals and the Liturgical Calendar”, in Early Modern Court Culture,
ed. Erin Griffey (Abingdon: Routledge, 2022), 176.
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there is so much more to explore and understand concerning the personal
devotional practices of individuals across the court hierarchy, the navigation
of confessional differences and the arrangement of devotional spaces at
court, and the extent to which rulers prayed alone or in private. For example,
the crucifix controversy during the reign of Elizabeth I has underscored the
degree of privacy that the Queen had in her chapel royal.’*® Contemporaries
commented that Elizabeth was “so well affectioned to the cross [...] that
[she] [...] always kept it reuerently in [her] chapel™*# and often criticised
“the crucifix being honoured [...] in [Elizabeth’s] chapel”.’*> Based on this
controversy, scholars have demonstrated that the Queen was secluded from
the court during her daily prayers and devotional practices. However, the
degree to which Elizabeth’s private chapel was accessible and visible is
unclear since her courtiers knew of the crucifixes. How secluded or alone
were rulers in devotional spaces?

Given the importance attached to the ruler’s religious identity and
practices, it is crucial to understand how the daily rituals and liturgical
practices at court were organised and performed in public and private.
The privacy of religious practices is the focus of Bruun’s and Nergaard’s
chapter, “Au Milieu d'une Cour Superbe & Tumultueuse’: Devotional Privacy
at the Court of Versailles”. Expanding on the examination of privacy in
their opening chapter and contributing to the scope of regulating access,
Bruun and Nergaard address a common corollary stemming from privacy
and access—withdrawal. Through analysis of the devotional literature
and the sources recounting the religiosity and reputation of the d’Orléans
sisters (the Duchess of Montpensier and Madame de Guise) at the court of
Versailles, Bruun and Nergaard evaluate the interconnections of religious
privacy at court and the practices of devotional withdrawal. They argue
that by employing a terminological analysis of the primary sources sur-
rounding religious practices at court, not only can these sources highlight
notions of privacy, but they can also reveal the ways in which the practice of
withdrawal had degrees of privacy, each with its own nuances, dimensions,
and boundaries related to gender, forms of worship, and purposes (e.g.,
meditation or reflection). The chapter emphasises that, like most notions of
privacy, court privacy was situational, as well as ephemeral and measured.

123 Neighbors, “With my rulinge”, 228.

124 John Martial, A Treatyse of the Crosse Gathred Ovt of the Scriptures, Councelles, and Auncient
Fathers of the Primiti[v]e Church (Antwerp: John Latius, 1564), 1—2.

125 British Library, Harleian MS 6992, f. 4. See also John Strype, Annals of the Reformation and
Establishment of Religion in the Church of England (London: Printed for Edward Symon, 1738).
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Finally, the concluding chapters consider the connection between privacy
and politics. The political nature of early modern courts has traditionally
been tied to the public sphere. However, politics and diplomacy operated
through practices that were tied to notions and tactics of privacy in a number
of ways.’?® Firstly, although the court was very much an extension of the royal
or princely household, it was a socially and politically complex “permanent
meeting place; one could go there for entertainment, company, conversa-
tion—simultaneously, seeking opportunit[ies]”.**” Additionally, the dynamics
of politics, diplomacy, and power relied heavily on early modern “personal
relations” and personal communication, especially with regard to political
influence. This importance of personal relations and communication is not
only linked to and emphasised by the theories of early court historians,
but also touches on, as Ronald Asch has observed, the fact that “[t]he court
was a public space, which gained its prestige and special function from
the fact that it was also the ruler’s private space.”2® The complexity of the
court being both public and private contributed to the merging of politics
and privacy, whereby close personal relationships and influences reveal
the political privacy that was forged at court. Thus political privacy can be
analysed by determining how the court as a household institution socially
engaged with the localities, communities, and civic authorities, and as noted
in previous scholarship, how royal and princely households “shape[d] [...]
socialization” and politics across court cultures in early modern Europe.'*9

Simultaneously, the personal appointments of courtiers to high posi-
tions of government or as diplomats needed to be individuals whom the
monarch could trust because these political agents acted on the monarch’s
behalf. Diplomats played a substantial role in the dynamics of domestic
and international court cultures and influenced politics between nations,
especially because they moved fluidly between the public and private
spheres of the courts, often functioning as ad hoc “political advisors”.’3°

126 Weintraub identifies the connection between the public sphere and political sphere in
Clifford Geertz’s work. Interestingly, Geertz’s work is important for the study of early modern
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Official ambassadors lived at the courts to which they were appointed,
collecting and sharing information for political ends; thus, diplomacy was
bound up with the “general systems of information-gathering, of representa-
tion, and of negotiation”.’* However, this “information-gathering” was
achieved through tactics of privacy, specifically surveillance or spying,

132 In turn,

establishing bonds and familiarity with courtiers, and secrecy.
such “information-gathering” also reinforced the interconnectedness of
politics and privacy.

Political privacy, a relatively new approach that is discussed further in
the final chapter, broadly evaluates categories of politics based on notions
of privacy, such as privacies rooted in political systems (i.e., arcana imperii),
the politicisation of institutions or individuals, and private interactions with
political consequences.’s3 At court, political privacy most often stemmed from
private interactions with political consequences, or private politics, through
which the informal objectives of individuals operating outside the formal
and traditional boundaries of political spaces, policies, counsel, and rules
were articulated. The conditions and practices of private politics are analysed
in Jonathan Spangler’s chapter, “Private Justice or Ducal Power? Testing
the Strength of Public Authority and Dynastic Loyalty by Transnational
Nobles at the Court of the Duke of Lorraine”. Concentrating on the courts
of the Duchy of Lorraine, Spangler considers legal records and eyewitness
accounts to examine the ways in which ducal power relied not only on loyal
noblemen, but also on exacting punishments and retribution carried out
through the informal process of private justice. Thus, Spangler argues that
private justice, and therefore private politics, emerged as a method of law
and order based on the operation of informal regional politics, dynastic
connections, and personal loyalties. This form of private politics at court
highlights how notions of privacy developed in response or opposition to the
practical situations and circumstances surrounding early modern power,
politics, and state building.

In the closing chapter, “The Politics of Privacy: Examining Influence and
Personal Relationships at the English and Holy Roman Imperial Courts”,
Dustin M. Neighbors and Elena Woodacre explore the extent to which
notions of privacy and politics, or political privacy, were forged by individual

131 Black, History of Diplomacy, 12.

132 Neighbors and Kiéfer, “Zones of Privacy”, 76.

133 For an outline and discussion of the idea of political privacy, see Neighbors, “Privacy and
the Private”, 10-11. To see how political privacy is employed as a lens of analysis, see Dustin M.
Neighbors, “Elizabeth I, Huntress of England: Private Politics, Diplomacy and Courtly Relations
Cultivated through Hunting”, The Court Historian 28:1 (2023): 49—79.
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actors or a group of individuals at court. The household procedures and
courtly activities involving the ruler, their dynastic and kinship networks,
their courtiers, and foreign politics and diplomacy all relied on personal rela-
tions. This reliance on personal relations highlights how degrees of privacy
emerged out of necessity for, in response to, or as a publicity stunt of politics.
By examining such personal relations, particularly between two powerful
figures, scholars can uncover how the “experience of authority has [...]
emerged as a crucial context in which medieval and early modern individuals
exercised agency”.'** The chapter demonstrates that privacy at court was by
no means a static reality; rather, privacy occurred out of necessity or as an
instrument in the public operation, function, and performance of court
culture and ruling power. These conclusions raise questions about privacy
and its impact on the ways in which personal connections or moments
enabled individuals to exercise agency in order to influence situations and
relationships or to negotiate power relationships. Perhaps the most crucial
question is: does agency exist within or cultivate privacy? It is this very
question that Neighbors and Woodacre tackle through their case studies.
Neighbors examines the private politics within court culture via a case
study focused on the 1564 visit of the Holy Roman Emperor Maximilian
IT (1527—-76) to the Dresden court of Elector August of Saxony (1526-86).
Stressing the interconnections of privacy, agency, sociability, and politics,
Neighbors argues that August of Saxony arranged the courtly activity of
hunting to function as an informal setting that involved a small number of
courtiers and guests and facilitated private politics. The hunt was more than
a pastime, personal recreation, or spectacle; it was a vehicle for combining
personal relations and political sociability. This vehicle shaped the condi-
tions surrounding the interface of August’s princely rule and Maximilian’s
imperial power that affected the regional, national, and international courts,
governments, localities, and foreign powers connecting them. Similarly, the
household also combined both personal relations and political sociability
to shape power dynamics, as the second case study in this chapter reveals.
Woodacre investigates private politics within the household of Joan of
Navarre (1368-1437), consort of Henry IV of England (1367-1413). The Queen’s
household included courtiers from Joan’s Iberian homeland as well as Bretons
who had previously served her in her first marriage as duchess of Brittany.
Woodacre demonstrates how these foreign members of the Queen’s house-
hold were viewed as a threat to the economic and political stability